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ABSTRACT
This paper identifies three stages in the radical technological innovation process, namely formation
process in niches, breaking out of niches and entering regimes, and new regime formation. It then
adopts multi-level perspective (MLP) to explore the formation process, operating mechanism,
breakthrough path, and impact factors of radical technological innovation. A three-phase model, which
includes formation of radical innovation, breakout of radical innovation, and new regimes construction,
is proposed to analyze radical technological innovation. The model is adopted in a case study to analyze
the leapfrogging development of technologies in China’s mobile communication industry. This paper
enriches technological innovation theory and provides supports for policy making and guidance for
industries/enterprises practices regarding technological innovation in emerging economies.
Keywords
Innovation, MLP, Multi-Level Perspective, Radical Technological Innovation

1. INTRODUCTION
Technological innovation is a main power to promote economic growth (Chen & Lei 2020; Chen &
Xie 2018; Hämäläinen & Inkinen 2019; Kumar and Chanda 2018; Lei et al 2019, 2020; Lu 2016;
Sui and Liu 2020; Tan et al 2010; Wang et al 2007; Wipulanusat et al 2020; Xu et al 2008, 2011,
2013, 2014, 2016, 2018, 2020; Xu and Viriyasitavat 2014, 2019; Yang et al 2018; Zhang et al
2018). Particularly, radical technological innovation generates substantial competitive advantages
for enterprises (Li 2018, 2020). Schumpeter (1942) first introduced the concept of innovation into
the field of economic growth. Later, Utterback and Abernathy (1975) categorized innovation into
incremental innovation and radical innovation based on technologies’ novelty. Given that technology
discontinuity (Tushman & Anderson, 1986) and disruptive technologies (Christensen, 2013) generate
leapfrog value for customers, scholars proposed the concepts of breakthrough technology innovation,
disruptive innovation, and radical innovation. They have investigated breakthrough technology
innovation, disruptive innovation, and radical innovation intensively from diverse perspectives.
DOI: 10.4018/JGIM.20211101.oa6
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However, existing innovation literature focuses on either enterprises’ internal innovation practices
or their innovation in business model. Manufacturing process is considered as the only origination of
innovation. According to tech-sociology theory, factors, such as institution, user, and social network,
affect technology development (Bleda & Río, 2013; Llerena & Matt, 2006). A comprehensive analysis
of innovation process and its impact factors is missing. A hierarchical structure of impact factors for
radical innovation is not available.
Accordingly, this paper adopts Multi-level Perspective (MLP) to analyze the formation motivation
of radical innovation. It presents the temporal structure and hierarchical structure of factors that
affect radical innovation and explores the formation mechanism of radical innovation. In specific,
this paper identifies three stages in the radical technological innovation process. It then applies MLP
to explore the formation process, operating mechanism, breakthrough path, and impact factors of
radical technological innovation. A three-phase model, which includes formation of radical innovation,
breakout of radical innovation, and new regimes construction, is proposed to analyze radical
technological innovation. At the end, the model is applied in a case study to analyze the leapfrogging
development of technologies in China’s mobile communication industry. This paper makes theoretical
and practical contributions by enriching technological innovation theory and providing supports for
policy making and guidance for implementing technological innovation.
2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. Breakthrough Technological Innovation, Disruptive
Innovation, and Radical Innovation
Breakthrough technological innovation refer to the new technologies that depart from existing
technological trajectory (Li 2012, 2013a, b; Luo & Zhang 2015; Wu & Wang 2014). Wu and Wang
(2014) proposed four paths of breakthrough technological innovation in strategic emerging industries,
including the paths of high-end penetration of peripheral modules, key breakthroughs in key modules,
architectural rules reconstruction, and module-architecture coupling upgrading. Luo and Zhang (2015)
proposed five phases in breakthrough technological innovation, including fuzzy front-end creative
generation, research and development, pilot production, commercialization and formation of new
technology standards. Jiang, Li, Yin, and Qu (2017) pointed out that breakthrough technological
innovation consists of two phases: product development and market development. Shao, Zhan, and
Wu (2017) analyzed the process of breakthrough technological innovation from two perspectives,
namely creative idea and implementation of new product development.
Disruptive innovation usually enters low-end market or new market first and then gradually invades
mainstream market (Li & Zang, 2015; Shi, Yu, & Xiang, 2016; Xue, 2016; Vecchiato,2017; Zang & Li,
2016). It originates from new technologies and the changes of business models or potential processes
(Christensen, 2006). Adner (2002) explored the formation mechanism of disruptive innovation from
the perspective of users’ needs and pointed out that the changes of requirement structure are important
preconditions for disruptive innovation. Li and Zang (2015) pointed out that latecomers, who aim to
gain competitive advantages vis disruptive innovation, need to recognize opportunities, reconstruct
value network, and destruct mainstream market. Shi, Yu, and Xiang (2016) found that the process of
disruptive innovation has less technical proprietary and more technological opportunities. Su, Liu,
Wang, Chen, & Jiang (2016) revealed the evolution trajectory of disruptive technologies and proposed
the concept of patent impact factor to realize the early recognition of disruptive technology. Xue (2016)
proposed the market knowledge-knowledge integration ability - disruptive innovation framework for
disruptive innovation required by market. Zang and Li (2016) explored how latecomers choose the best
time to enter a market through disruptive innovation by considering market, technology, industry, and
policy. Dou, Dai, Li, and Tian (2018) analyzed the disruptive innovation path of Defense Advanced
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Research Projects Agency and presented a 5-phase analytical model, which consists of technology
choice, project organization, project implementation, technology transformation and project exit.
Dosi (1982) defined radical innovation as an extraordinary breakthrough introduced by new
technological paradigm. Freeman (1992) noted that radical innovation is a discontinuous process.
The characteristics of radical innovation are determined by technology, enterprise competence, and
market. Radical innovation generates new technologies, which disrupt the development trajectory of
existing technologies, secure the path-dependence of technology development, and exhibit technology
discontinuousness. Implementing radical innovation might destroy enterprises’ existing knowledge
accumulation or technological capability, such as the capabilities accumulated in the areas of R&D,
manufacturing, and marketing. Therefore, enterprises need to control the resources invested on
existing technologies. This causes the increase of sunk costs. Existing technologies satisfies users’
needs in the main market, whereas new technologies could provide wholly different performance
attributes, which meet users’ needs in an emerging market, or create new value network and change
users’ behavior. The focus on radical innovation has gradually shifted from technological novelty and
technological discontinuity to commercialization phase of new technologies.
Existing studies have revealed that radical innovation can be initiated by new entrants. For
instance, Henkel, Rønde, and Wagner (2015) pointed out that radical innovation is easier generated
by new entrants than by incumbents, because more entrants in an industry tend to generate more
qualified radical innovations, and the new entrants will realize the commercialization of innovation
through technology transfer or authorization. Slayton and Spinardi (2016) indicated that extra large
amount of process innovation is required in the process of radical innovation’s expansion from niche
to regime. Beck, Lopes-Bento, and Schenker-Wicki (2016) noted that public R&D funding has
significant positive effect on radical innovation but not on incremental innovation. Van Lancker,
Mondelaers, Wauters, and Van Huylenbroeck (2016) analyzed the three phases in a radical innovation
and explored the system functions of each phase via the lens of an organizational innovation system.
Table 1 lists the existing research on disruptive innovation, breakthrough technological innovation,
and radical innovation.
Studies on innovation process disperse in the aspects of market-entry process, product formation
process, technological invention, and its commercialization. Although scholars defined breakthrough
technological innovation, disruptive innovation, and radical innovation from different perspectives,
these concepts seem to refer to the same object. Among the studies on disruptive technologies, some
focus on market (Luo & Zhang 2015; Wu & Wang,2014), whereas others highlight new technologies
(Jiang et al., 2017; Shao et al., 2017). Su, et al. (2016) and Dou, et al. (2018) argued that because
disruptive technologies focus on new technologies created by major technological paradigm changes,
they emphasize novelty in innovations. They concluded that the concepts of disruptive innovation
and radical innovation are exchangeable.
2.2 Multi-Level Perspective
Multi-level Perspective (MLP) refers to an analysis on a socio-technological system consisting of
niches, regimes, and landscapes (Geels, 2002, 2004; Geels & Schot, 2007; Smith, Voß, & Grin,
2010). It focuses on the dimensions of society and recognition in innovation process and extends
the evolutionary economics into socio-technological transition (Geels, 2006; Raven & Geels, 2010).
MLP emphasizes the effects of niches process, existing socio-technological regimes, and landscapes
on the development of new technologies.
As fertile soil, niches provide protective space for radical innovation (Geels, 2002, 2004; Geels &
Kemp, 2007; Geels &Schot, 2007; Lopolito, Morone, & Taylor, 2013; Markard & Truffer, 2008; Smith
et al., 2010). Examples of niches include research institutes or R & D labs in enterprises. Markard
and Truffer (2008) categorized niches into technology niche and market niche. Technology niche is
a complicated adaptive system. The advantages of new technologies are not significant in technology
niche. Therefore, new technologies need supports from niche actors and institutions. Market niche is
3
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Table 1. Existing research on disruptive innovation, breakthrough technological innovation, and radical innovation
Scholars

Topic

Connotation

Innovation process

Industry/
enterprise
types

Situation
factor

Xue(2016)[6]

Disruptive
innovation

Not necessarily be motivated
by new technologies, more
market-motivated

Market knowledge, knowledge
integration ability, disruption
innovation

Technological
small and micro
enterprises

Market
knowledge

Shi et al.(2016)

Disruptive
innovation

Entering into market from
new technological trajectory
through introducing new
attributes or attribute set

Li and
Zang(2015)

Disruptive
innovation

Technology simple and
convenient, low product price
and simple function, positioned
in low-end market and new
market

Opportunity recognition,
value network reconstruction,
mainstream market destruction

Innovative
science and
technology
enterprises(Media
Tek)

Zang and
Li(2016)

Disruptive
innovation

Not related to complicated
technologies reform, launch
easy-use and low price product,
invasion into mainstream
market through product
performance improvement

Low-end market entry, new
market entry, mixed market
entry

Innovative
science and
technology
enterprises(MI
company)

Vecchiato(2017)

Disruptive
innovation

Bring about attributes that are
different from mainstream

Disruptive technologies firstly
satisfy the needs of social
relations, new market merges,
new entrants recognize new
market, new entrants develop
product that could meet both the
needs of mainstream market and
emerging market

Mobile
communication
and image
industry

Su et al.(2016)

Disruptive
innovation

Develop along a new
technological path, and make
the whole technological system
and its product component/
performance/cost to achieve
radical breakthrough

Early technology recognition,
several technical breakthrough

Smart
mobilephone

Dou et
al.(2018)

Disruptive
innovation

Transformative substitution of
traditional technologies in an
unexpected way

Technology choice, project
organization, project
implementation, technology
transformation, project exit

Defense
Advanced
Research
Projects Agency

SNM

Wu and
Wang(2014)

Breakthrough
technological
innovation

Leading to completely change
of the whole industry, and
ultimately become to be new
industry innovation

High-end penetration of
peripheral modules path,
key breakthroughs in key
modules path, architectural rule
reconstruction path, modulearchitecture coupling upgrade
path

Strategic
emerging
industries

Modularization

Luo and
Zang(2015)

Breakthrough
technological
innovation

Leapfrog of technology
development, novelty
of product implication,
commercialization of
innovation result

Fuzzy front-end creative
generation, R&D, pilot
production, commercialization,
new technological standards
formation

New
technologybased small
enterprises

Knowledge
management

Jiang et
al.(2017)

Breakthrough
technological
innovation

Measure innovation from
two aspects of technology
breakthrough and market
destruction, emphasizing
huge leap of technology
performance and destruction of
market structure

Product development(idea
formation phase and product
formation phase), market
development(the phase of
niche market occupation and
mainstream market occupation)

[7]

Technological
regime

Construction
of competitive
advantage

Managerial
recognition

Innovation
network

continued on next page
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Table 1. Continued
Scholars

Topic

Connotation

Innovation process

Industry/
enterprise
types

Shao et
al.(2017)

Breakthrough
technological
innovation

Measuring innovation from the
degree of technology alteration
and market destruction,
emphasizing huge leap of
technology performance

Creative idea phase and
implementation phase of new
product development

Henkel et
al.(2015)

Radical
innovation

Creating a breakthrough

Generating radical innovation
by start-up enterprise, acquiring
innovation and commercializing
by incumbents

Electronic
design
automation
industry

Slayton and
Spinardi(2016)

Radical
innovation

Discontinuous, needs to
develop new knowledge and
new product

Radical innovation in the
niche, expansion from niche
to regime(need extra radical
innovation)

Boeing 787

Beck et
al.(2016)

Radical
innovation

New resolution that is different
from previous one

Van Lancker et
al.(2016)

Radical
innovation

Situation
factor

MLP

R&D funding
Idea creation, invention,
commercialization

Organizational
system
innovation

natural abnormal phenomena of existing regimes. In market niche, the unique selection criterion is
completed. The formation of market niche is one of the key factors for the success of technological
changes (Rennings, Markewitz, & Vögele, 2013).
Regimes refer to a series of not wholly coherent rules used by various social groups (Geels,
2002). Regimes are embedded in social groups and can be understood as a deep structure of sociotechnological system. In accordance with a taxonomy of micro- meso-macro, niches belong to the
micro level and regimes refer to a coherent, highly related, and stable structure that lie in meso level.
Regimes are featured by certain product and technology, knowledge stock, user practices, anticipation,
normalization, and institutions (Markard & Truffer, 2008). Regime analysis focuses on the pressure
generated by technological changes for enterprises, such as standards, profitable capabilities, skills, and
knowledge. Regime analysis also considers the pressure comes from institutional structure, including
the changes of broader political economic environments or socio-cultural attitudes and trends (Geels,
2004). Regimes represent the selection environment of technological development in one domain or
an industry. They provide guarantee for the stableness of existing technology development and the
occurrence of technological trajectory. The resource-dependent relationship required by regimes’
operation binds regime members. Thus, one element’s change will lead to other elements’ changes
(Geels, 2002). Existing regime possesses lock-in effect (Geels, 2011), implying the rules set, such as
shared beliefs, life styles and user practices, institutional arrangements, and skills, build the barrier
that inhibits the diffuse of radical innovation(Markard & Truffer, 2008). Any attempt to avoid
existing regime members and cultivate alternative regime could face the strong resistance from the
stakeholders in the existing regime.
Regimes provide a relatively stable structure. But this does not mean that regimes are
unchangeable. Regime reform is incremental and path-dependent (Geels, 2002; Smith et al., 2010).
Regimes will be in a stable status when there is no influence brought by external factors. However,
this is a relative stability, which is a dynamic stability (Geels & kemp, 2007; Geels & Schot, 2007;
Raven & Verbong, 2007). Dynamic stability implies the occurrence of incremental innovation, such
as the continuous improvements of production process, and the accumulation of small adjustments
leads to stable trajectory. Regime dynamics may come from the tensions caused by the influences of
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internal and external factors. It further creates opportunities for niches to acquire focus and influence
(Smith et al., 2010).
Landscape is an external structure or context (Geels, 2002), in which actors interact, including
environment and population changes, new social movements, political consciousness alteration,
broad economic adjustments, emerging scientific paradigms, and cultural development (Smith et al.,
2010). The behavioral structure generated by landscape is more rigid than that of regimes. Therefore,
landscape is not affected directly by actors or changed (Geels, 2004). As a result, changes of landscape
usually occur incrementally (Geels & Schot, 2007). Research on landscape mainly focuses on its effect
on regimes and niches. Changes of landscape generate a continuous spur, which is called selection
pressure (Smith, Stirling, & Berkhout, 2005). The spur forces existing technologies to accommodate the
pressure. Geels (2011) noted that the origin of the pressure is usually related to the socio-technological
continuous development, such as climate changes and peak oil theory. Lopolito et al. (2013) grouped
the pressure into three categories, namely economic pressure, social pressure, and technological
pressure. Occurring at the enterprise level, economic pressure can alter enterprise’s profitable
capabilities, such as pricing, competition, and contracts. Social pressure originates from institutional
structure and tradition. It is generated by changes of broad political economic environment and
alteration of socio-cultural attitudes and trends, such as alteration of population structure, emergence
of consumption culture, and global new liberalism model. Technological pressure originates from the
changes of technical designs elaborated by engineers and researchers. The pressure of landscape is
the sources of regime reform, which arouses regime responses and creates opportunities for niches
(Lopolito et al., 2013).
There is an embedded relation among niche, regime, and landscape (Geels, 2002; Smith et al.,
2010). In specific, niches are embedded in regimes, which are embedded in a landscape. Accordingly,
landscape provides a macro-level structural context. Niche and regime lay in a broad landscape
consisting of social and material factors. In the structure, each level represents a factor configuration,
and a higher level is more stable (Geels, 2011). Regimes exert structural strength on radical innovation
originated in niches (Smith et al., 2010), which inhibit the diffusion of radical innovation. It is difficult
for radical innovation to diffuse out of niches when regimes are strong and stable. Meanwhile, the
configuration will loosen when regimes face problems. At that time, radical innovation escapes from
niches and combines into socio-technological configuration (Geels, 2002). The structure of niches is
like that of regimes. However, there are great differences in stability and rules constraints between
niches and regimes. The community of regimes is large and stable, whereas that of niches is small
and unstable. The rules of regimes are stable and clear, whereas the rules of niches are unstable and
in the forming process (Geels & kemp, 2007). Consequently, rules exert more influence on regimes
than on niches. Landscape represents external environment consisting of processes and factors,
which affect niches and regimes (Markard & Truffer, 2008). The effects are usually bidirectional.
Development of landscape stabilizes existing regime (Geels & kemp, 2007), and therefore, hinders
the development of niches. For instance, factors in landscape, such as the growth of family wealth and
car ownership and increased population mobility, stabilize the car-based transportation system. On
the other hand, changes in landscape generate pressure on regimes and create opportunities for niche
technologies. For instance, climate changes and energy shortages exert pressure on transportation
sector and promote new energy technologies. In turn, some regimes have a great influence on the
development of landscape, such as the catalytic effect of aerospace and communication regimes on
socio-economic globalization. As the elements in the action mechanism, niches and regimes affect
activities through social structure, whereas landscape affects niches and regimes through actors’
perception and explanation (Geels & Schot, 2007; Smith et al.,2005). Pressures generated by landscape
usually do not make regime actors alter immediately. The alter of regimes involves conflicts, debates,
power struggle, and explanation process (Smith et al., 2005).
MLP focuses on the dynamics and interaction among niche, regime, and landscape and examines
how the interaction promote the transformation from one niche technology to one regime technology.
6
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Thus, MLP provides an analytical perspective for technological innovation process. It has been applied
in transition research. For example, Geels and Schot (2007) pointed out that transition originates from
the interaction among niche, regime, and landscape. Niche innovation triggers internal motivation.
Landscape changes exert pressure on regimes. And regimes’ instability provides opportunity
window for niche innovation. Moreover, MLP proposes three problems that policy portfolio needs
to resolve, namely the instability of existing regime, promotion of niche innovation, and the process
of transforming niche innovation into main regime (Smith et al., 2010).
3. RADICAL INNOVATION’S FORMATION MECHANISM
3.1 Motivation of Radical Innovation
The motivation of niche innovation originates from pressure in regimes. Pressure in regimes changes
in the following five situations. (1) Landscape changes exert pressures on regimes, and result in
reconfiguration of regimes’ internal structure. For instance, the pressures originated from climate
changes on energy and transportation sectors result in searching new technology and altering public
policies. Moreover, values and ideology also generate pressure on regimes. (2) Internal technological
problems lead to actors’ exploration and investment on new technological directions. Some
technological problems, such as existing technologies’ bottlenecks and increased returns, weaken
the trusts on existing technologies and alter the anticipation about new technologies. (3) Pressures
generated by negative externalities, such as environmental influence, health threats, and focus shift
to safety. Regime actors usually ignore these negative externalities. However, newcomers focus on
these negative externalities and utilize these opportunities for implementing innovation. (4) Regime
generates pressure and creates opportunities for niches when existing technologies cannot meet users’
preferences. Users’ needs change when users focus on negative externalities, consumption culture
changes, prices changes, or users contacts new technologies and find new functions. (5) Strategies and
competition between enterprises disclose regimes and provide opportunities for radical innovation.
Technological innovation is the way to acquire competitive advantages. Enterprises invest in radical
innovation when they consider a niche possess strategic potential in the long run.
3.2 The Formation Mechanism of Radical Innovation
Radical technological innovation involves not only the creation of new knowledge and new technologies,
but also the process of commercialization (Llerena & Matt, 2006; Schumpeter, 1947). Scholars pointed
out that new technologies perform poorly in the initial stage and need to accommodate existing sociotechnological regimes. However, existing regimes encourage the incremental innovation of existing
technologies and resists radical innovation that could result in change of regimes. Therefore, radical
innovation needs to experience a difficult process before entering market. Scholars proposed several
frameworks to analyze how a radical innovation can successfully enter regimes, such as strategic
niche management (Kemp, Schot, & Hoogma, 1998) and transition management (Rotmans, Kemp,
& Van Asselt, 2001). Particularly, Geels and Schot (2007) pointed out that transition originates from
the interaction among niche, regime, and landscape. Niche innovation triggers internal motivation.
Landscape changes exert pressure on regimes. And regimes’ instability provides opportunity window
for niche innovation.
To explore the formation process, operating mechanism, and breakthrough path of radical
technological innovation, we present a three-phase model for radical technological innovation based
on MLP as shown in Figure 1. We identify three stages in the radical technological innovation
process, namely formation process in niche, breaking out of niche and entering regime, and new
regime formation.
Niches are a source of transition idea and capability (Smith et al., 2010). Technological knowledge
and capabilities accumulated in niches provide basis for technology experimentation. Depending
7
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Figure 1. The three-phase model for radical technological innovation
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on these technological knowledge and capabilities, the small actor network (usually newcomers)
dedicates on radical innovation (Geels & Schot, 2007). Niche actors acquire the best design
through experimentation and exploit user needs (Geels & Kemp, 2007). In this stage, technological
experimentation has high uncertainty and variability because it is a trial and error procedure. It
allows attempt in all directions and results in technology diversity. However, co-existence of various
technologies will not last long. Radical innovation proceeds to stability gradually and forms a dominate
design (Geels, 2002). Figure 2 illustrates the formation process of radical innovation.
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3.3 The Operating Mechanism of Radical Innovation
Radical innovation activities in niches need some operating mechanisms. Anticipation, learning, and
network are the three most important mechanisms and they are the basis for niche success. Moreover,
some external factors, such as government, generate impact (Geels, 2011; Geels & Schot, 2007;
Lopolito et al., 2013; Suurs, Hekkert, & Smits, 2009).
Anticipation of a radical innovation is the basis for actors to implement technological
experimentation (Van der Laak, Raven, & Verbong, 2007). The anticipations of actors may differ
initially. They negatively affect how objectives are ascertained and their priority (Smith et al, 2005).
The initial obstacles can be overcome through formulating a shared vision among potential actors
(Lopolito et al., 2013). In this stage, new technologies represent a hope for success because they lack
clear functions or market and represent an interesting direction for development. Smith et al. (2005)
pointed out that the important roles played by innovation vision, including describing a possible
space, tools for ascertaining problems, a stable framework to set goals and monitor processes, and
constructing actor network. The uncertainty of radical innovation is high because new technologies
usually perform poorly and with high costs. The benefits generated by adopting new technologies are
not clear. Although there are many supporters for new technologies, few choose the new technologies
in practice. Radical innovation generates breakthroughs only when risks significantly decrease or
anticipative profits significantly increase (Lopolito et al., 2013; Rennings et al., 2013).
Articulation of technology anticipation is vital for constructing socio-technological problems.
To a large extent, encouraging actors attempt to resolve these problems. Anticipation is dynamic,
affected by not only external environments but also the experimental results in niches. Anticipation
will become more solid and stable when experimental results confirm initial visions, and plenty of
actors will share the vision (Lopolito et al., 2013).
Learning mechanism is pivotal for improving technologies (Raven, 2005). Niches provide location
for learning process (Geels, 2002, 2004). Scholars focus on different learning process. For instance,
Geels (2002, 2004) categorized learning process into learning by doing, learning by using, and learning
by interacting. Lopolito et al. (2013) noted that learning by doing and learning by interacting are
the two main learning processes in niche. Amara, Landry, Becheikh, and Ouimet (2008) identified
five learning processes in innovation novelty, including learning by searching, learning by training,
learning by using, learning by doing, and learning by interacting.
Learning mechanism is embedded in each process. It promotes the dynamic evolution of niches.
New knowledge needs to be learned constantly. Furthermore, how to transform new knowledge into
new technologies needs to be learned in the process of technological experimentation. In the trial and
error testing stage, new technologies are created through constant learning and accumulation. Learning
mechanism promotes the process of dominant design formation through learning technological
performance, user preference, and technological directions. Learning mechanism also promotes the
accumulation of technological competence and knowledge through acquiring and absorbing internal
and external resources.
Network provides resources for niche innovation activities. A single enterprise usually does
not possess sufficient resources needed by technological experimentation. It relies on other actors
in a niche to acquire important resources (Smith et al., 2005). The acquisition and transformation
of resources need the support from a stable social network, including manufacturers, users, policy
makers, and other social groups. The radical innovation’s protective space role is supported by the
social network constructed in niches. Relying on the knowledge spillover of the emerging social
network, other actors’ accumulated resources can be utilized to realize resources sharing in the
network and to promote radical innovation. Moreover, the utilization of information technologies,
such as internet+, big data, and IoT, promotes network formation and the efficiency of information
transmission and processing, and further highlights network externalities.
Network scale and strength change in different stages of niche development. In the initial
experimentation phase, the emerging network scale and strength are small and fragile due to the
9
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small number of enterprises involved in the innovation process and the limited resources invested.
As more actors are involved, especially the enrollment of powerful sectors that generate the strategic
resources needed by experimental activities, the network expands gradually and the actors’ position
in the network ascertains. Thus, their contributions to experimentation become clearer (Lopolito et
al., 2013).
The involvement of government facilitates niche innovation to acquire broad social identification.
Government can increase the success probabilities of new technologies and shorten development
cycle through establishing rational policies. Lopolito et al. (2013) proposed two policy approaches,
namely promoter and subsidizing, to promote niche innovation. Promoter aims to raise enterprises’
anticipation to innovation values and future benefits. It promotes the generalization and application
of new technologies. For example, government can create a beneficial environment for niche
technologies through information dissemination. The information dissemination-based polity tools
help to maintain a large number of niche technology supporters, and promote the emergence of a dense
network, through which knowledge can be exchanged effectively, resources can be shared quickly, and
ultimately, manufacturing costs can be decreased. In the initial experimentation phase, niche innovation
encounters many unfavorable conditions and the process is hard. This weakens the anticipation to
new technologies, decreases network resources, and delays niche innovation. Consequently, policy
makers need to provide a favorable environment to promote the emergence of a stable niche. As the
number of promoters increases, the scale and emergence speed of niches and the scale of supporter
network increase. The other policy approach refers to government’s subsidies to manufacturers that
would like to weaken market selection mechanism and encourage the application of new technologies
via innovation. Lopolito et al. (2013) noted that niches develop quickly when subsidy reaches up to
5%. Each policy approach has its advantage. Promoter role performs well in stability, while subsidy
role performs better in the aspect of efficiency.
3.4 The Breakthrough Path of Radical Innovation
Changes in landscape occur when existing technology development encounters bottlenecks or when
existing technology does not meet users’ preference. They put stress on existing regimes and open
the opportunity window for the interruption of non-regime members (Smith et al., 2005). Radical
innovation breaks through niches when the constant processes of landscape and regimes create the
opportunity window (Geels, 2002). However, not all niches utilize the opportunity window to make
breakthrough. Some niches miss the opportunities when niche innovation is not sufficiently developed
(Geels & Schot, 2007).
The relationship between radical innovation of niches and existing regime technologies can be
competition or symbiosis (Geels & Schot, 2007). Competition implies that niche innovation will
replace existing regime technologies, whereas symbiosis implies that niche innovation will not replace
regime technologies through niche innovation. Instead, niche innovation enhances the problem-solving
capabilities of existing regimes and improves performance of existing technologies. Based on the
two kinds of relationships, this paper proposes two paths to acquire breakthrough of niche radical
innovation, namely symbiosis-competition-breakthrough path and niche market entry-competitionmarket disruption path.
Symbiosis-competition-breakthrough path describes the three phases existing in the process of
radical innovation breakthrough as illustrated by Figure 3. In the symbiosis phase, radical innovation
does not compete with regime technology immediately due to its insufficient development in its
initial stage and its disadvantage. Instead, radical innovation combines regime technologies, forming
a common union as an add-on of regime technology or mixture to resolve the bottleneck encountered
by regime technologies.
Regime technologies and product performance can be improved through the symbiosis
combination of new and existing technologies. Radical innovation acquires constant improvement
in the symbiosis relationship with regime technologies and then can be easier to be accepted by
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Figure 3. Symbiosis-competition-breakthrough path
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market. Next, the new technologies enter the stage of competition. The development speed of new
technologies will be faster than regime technologies. The new technologies will gradually dominate
in the competition with regime technologies and be adopted in practice. When reaching point Q in
Figure 3, radical innovation will exceed regime technologies. They will break through niches and
become dominant technologies in regime.
Niche market entry-competition-market path is illustrated in Figure 4. Because of the insufficient
development and poor performance in the initial development stage, radical innovation is usually
less competitive in the mainstream market where the regime technologies dominate. However, the
performance attributes of radical innovation can meet lead users’ or low-end market users’ needs.
Consequently, radical innovation develops by utilizing its performance advantage in new market or
low-end market. It breaks through niches through co-growing with new markets or low-end markets).
The competences and experiences accumulated in niche market enable radical innovation to acquire
rapid development. The fast-improving performance and gradually decreasing costs change users’
needs in the mainstream market. Market shares of radical innovation will increase gradually. At point
Q in Figure 4, the market shares of radical innovation will exceed that of regime technologies. The
product performance attributes of radical innovation lead user’s needs in the mainstream market.
Consequently, radical innovation destructs the market successfully.
3.5 The Impact Factors on Radical Innovation Breakthrough
Components and complements technologies significantly affect radical innovation breakthrough. The
replacement of existing technologies by new ones is not only the competition between the two types
of technologies, but also the competition between the existing technology ecosystem and the new one.
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Figure 4. Niche market entry-competition-market disruption path
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Components and complements technologies challenge the emergence of new technology ecosystem
and create extending opportunities for existing technology ecosystem (Adner & Kapoor, 2010, 2016).
The performance that radical innovation achieves may be hindered by technology bottleneck in the
ecosystem, while the performance of existing technologies gets enhanced through the improvement
of component and complement technologies. This will delay the breakthrough of radical innovation.
For instance, the development of electric vehicle needs not only the vital breakthrough of powertrain
and cell technologies (component), but also sufficient charging piles (complement).
Network and learning guarantee the breakthrough of radical innovation. The technology utilized
in a stable social institutional framework is assumed to be the dominant technology. The dominant
technology evolves along a fixed direction that is independent of external influences. It then forms
a predictable technological trajectory. The connections of heterogeneous elements promote the
stability of socio-technological figuration. To shake existing regime and lay the foundation for
transformation, radical innovation must overcome the relatively stable structure of existing regime.
Moreover, the new technology usually mismatches with established social institutional framework.
Consequently, the breakthrough of the new technology experiences a hard time (Geels, 2002).
Organizational learning and network relationship play a vital role in the replacement process (Sun
& Zhao, 2017). The breakthrough of radical innovation is a process of niche accumulation, in which,
niche innovation breaks through and dominates when the social network in the niche becomes bigger
and rules become more stable (Geels & Schot, 2007). However, instead of leapfrogging from niches
to regimes immediately, radical innovation’s utilization in market niche is an incremental process
(Geels, 2002), accompanying with constant learning. Rules and the stability of social network result
from constant learning (Geels, 2004).
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The breakthrough of radical innovation needs to coordinate cognitive rules, behavior rules, and
technological rules (Bleda & Del Río, 2013). The new technology needs to develop cognitive and
behavior rules to enter regimes.
Government can provide policy support for the breakthrough of radical innovation. For the
industries with predictable technological trajectory, government can co-develop or provide market
protection. For the industries with changeable technological trajectory, government can deal with
changeability problem through investigating technological development trend and sharing relative
information (Lee & Lim, 2001). Radical innovation needs creativity to break through and replace
regime technology. Consequently, radical innovation breakthrough needs an industrial or national
innovation system, which coordinates enterprises, government, and academia.
3.6 Regime Structure Change and New Regime Construction
Regime structure needs to be reconfigured for accommodating new technologies after radical
innovation’s breakthrough. The adjustment of regime structure, including social expectation,
institutions, network, and user practices, embodies regulatory rules, normative rules, and cognitive
rules. Rules and regulations are needed to assure normal usages of new technologies and promote
its development. In addition, government subsidy benefits existing technology’s stability. The
establishment of technology standards plays an important role in leading development direction of new
technologies and stabilizing existing technological trajectory. Moreover, intellectual rights, patents,
and contracts should be focused on in the process of technology usage. In terms of normative rules,
because user activities and lifestyle may change, regime actors need to adjust their cognition of mutual
roles and the expectation of adaptive behaviors. Meanwhile, social network will be reconfigured to
accommodate technology alteration. Regarding cognitive rules, designers and engineers, who act
as users for new technologies, need to acknowledge the performance and operating methods of new
technologies first. Then they need to combine new technologies with manufacturing process and
produce new products. At the end, they need to shift their focus from existing technologies to new
technologies and master the development trends of new technologies.
A new regime forms when the adjustment of regime structure is completed and when the new
social network is stable. The effective operation and development of regime needs to coordinate several
actors. Government become important regime member by providing some important resources, such
as legality. On the other hand, government can acquire benefits through some ways, such as taxes.
Focal firm and research institutes are vital for the operation of regimes. Research institutes provide
new knowledge and new technologies, whereas focal firm provides productivity to transform new
technologies into new products. There is no decisive power in regime transformation, in which the
effective policy leverage cannot solely rely on government to issue orders. The high reform inertia
of some actors will hinder the reform. Consequently, regime transformation needs the coordination
of several actors.
4. A CASE STUDY
In the traditional 1G and 2G development stage of mobile communication technology, China adopted
the strategy of technology introduction and imitation learning by implementing technology catching
under foreign mature standard framework (Zhan & Li, 2011). In the evolution from 2G to 3G, China
made a huge investment on developing its own standards. Initiating standard cultivation from 2003,
Chinese firms promoted the technologies to flow across the industry through cooperative R&D
and focused on accumulating experiences. The Ministry of Industry and Information Technology
granted TD-SCDMA license to China Mobile in January 2009. This marked the commercialization
of China’s own 3G standards. The cultivation of 3G laid a solid foundation for the development of
4G. In the TD-LTE development stage, the Ministry of Information Industry supported to establish
4G promotion working group for initiating the development of Chinese own 4G standards. China
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submitted TD-LTE standard to International Telecommunications Union in 2009. TD-LTE started to
serve Shanghai World Expo in 2010. Thereafter, China’s technical standards in mobile communication
industry started to affect the evolution direction of global 4G standard (Zhang & Yu, 2016). In the
current 5G development stage, Chinese enterprises, represented by Huawei and China Mobile,
have implemented advanced technologies R&D to lead the future technical standards in mobile
communication industry. The technology development of Chinese mobile communication industry,
experiencing from imitation learning in 1G and 2G technical standard development stage to its own
innovation in 3G and 4G development stage and to technology catching up in 5G development stage,
illustrated the cultivation of radical innovation and innovative development process.
4.1 The Formation Process of Radical Innovation
In the 1G and 2G development stage of mobile communication, China’s technological competences
was weak, and a mature industry chain was not available. Consequently, China had to adopt foreign
technology standards. Chinese enterprises learned, absorbed, and transformed advanced technologies
through cooperating with foreign enterprises. This technology learning process enabled Chinese
enterprises to accumulate some technological competences. In 3G development stage, China invested
more in R&D, established network with 3G technical standard participants to implement technology
cooperative R&D, and accumulated R&D experiences. The development of cooperative network
is vital for knowledge and technology flow across industry unions and promotes the formation of
China’s own 3G standards. Based on the accumulated technological competences and experiences,
China actively implemented R&D of frontier technologies. Hence, China-dominated TD standards
affect the development direction of global mobile communication industry standard in 4G stage.
Government’s policy support played an important role in the establishment of China’s own
mobile communication standards. Public R&D funding significantly and positively affected radical
innovation (Beck et al., 2016). Chinese government provided funding to support the basic research,
technology experimentation, frontier technology development, and new technology’s industrialization
of its own standards through research projects, such as TD-SCDMA R&D and industrialization
project and wireless broadband special project. The goal is to promote creation of new knowledge
and advancement of technological competences. Moreover, Chinese government played a vital role
in promoting knowledge flow and technology cooperation. For instance, the TD Industry Union,
established in 2002, was supported by the Ministry of Science and Technology and the Ministry of
Information Industry, aiming to cultivate TD industry. Chinese government announced to support
China’s own 3G mobile communication standards in 2005. Due to the weak technological competences
in cell phones and chips, China Mobile worked with chip and cell phone manufacturers to implement
cooperative R&D. In the TD-LTE development phase, the Ministry of Information Industry supported
to establish 4G promotion working group. On the other hand, the policy support from Chinese
government raised Chinese enterprises’ anticipation on the development of mobile communication
technologies, promoting more Chinese enterprises to invest on new technology development.
4.2 The Breakthrough of Radical Innovation
Due to the insufficient performance and high utilization costs in the initial stage when 3G/4G entered
the market, many users still chose to use 2G cell phones. At that time, the existing technology and the
new technology coexisted. This implied that the emergence of new mobile communication technology
did not propel existing technology to exit the market immediately. With the incremental improvement
and decrease of utilization costs, the market shares of 3G/4G technologies increased quickly and the
new technology soon dominated the market (Aceto et al 2020; Li et al 2013, 2018; Lu 2020; Lu and
Ning 2020; Lu & Zheng 2020; Xu 2016; Xu and Duan 2019; Xu, He Li 2014). In January 2009, the
Ministry of Industry and Information Technology granted 3G license to China Telecom, China Mobile,
and China Unicom, the main cell phone network carriers in China. This implied that 3G technological
standard formally entered China. By the end of May 2014, the number of 3G users reached up to
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Figure 5. The numbers of 3G/4G users in China from 2010 to 2015
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0.3 billion in China1. In December 2013, China Mobile acquired 4G license and initiated to provide
4G services to users in some cities. With the rapid popularization of 4G network service and cell
phones, the age of mobile Internet started in China. The new technology guided the transformation
of users’ needs. According to the 2015 Statistical Bulletin of Communication Operations published
by the Ministry of Industry and Information Technology, the permeability of mobile broadband users
(3G/4G) in 2015 reached up to 60.1% in China. The number of new 4G users increased 0.29 billion
and reached 0.39 billion2, as illustrated in Figure 5. By the end of March 2017, the number of mobile
broadband users (3G and 4G) was nearly 1 billion, 74.1% of the total number of cell phone users.
With users’ incremental transformation from 2G/3G to 4G, 4G users increased rapidly and reached
0.84 billion, 62.1% of the total number of cell phone users3. By the end of March 2018, the number
of 4G users reached 1 billion, 72.2% of the total number of cell phone users4. This implied that 4G
technology dominated the market.
The rapid development of 3G and 4G technologies was driven by the following factors. Firstly,
learning capability is the foundation of radical innovation to break through. Chinese enterprises
accumulated technological competence in 1G and 2G stages through technology introduction,
absorption, and re-innovation. Strong learning capability enables them to transform foreign advanced
technologies into their own technological competence and to innovate independently in 3G/4G
stage. Chinese enterprises learned constantly in cooperation innovation and ultimately realized the
knowledge creation with their own intellectual rights and the development of technological standards.
Secondly, network provided the resources needed for the breakthrough of radical innovation. Chinese
enterprises, represented by China Mobile and Huawei, established an industry union that consisted
of service network, hardware devices, and terminals, to realize knowledge flow through network.
The union promoted technological standard development and industrialization of 3G/4G. The three
main cell phone network carriers in China actively deployed the construction of 4G base stations to
expand 4G service network. By the end of 2015, the number of 4G base stations was around 2 million.
These base stations enabling 4G network to cover 95% of China5. The popularization of 4G smart
mobile phone promoted the rapid development of 4G. Thirdly, policy support effectively promoted
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the breakthrough of radical innovation. The report of the Nineteenth National Congress proposed
to construct network nation, digital China, and intellectual society. These goals need the support of
4G. Consequently, 4G received policy support in recent years. For instance, Chinese government
actively promoted speed up and cost reduction. Thus, cell phone network carriers launched several
4G preferential packages, which attracted users to switch to 4G technology.
(Resource: Public data)
4.3 The Construction of New Regime
The adoption of 4G technology promoted the reconfiguration of regime structure. The changes of
regulatory rules mainly embodied in technology standards. China Mobile adopted TD-LTD, which
is the 4G network standard developed by Chinese enterprises. In terms of normative rules, the
existing value chain reconfigured and constructed new value network surrounding 4G technology.
A comprehensive industry chain formed and consisted of chips, devices, and cell phones. Moreover,
with the rapid popularization of 4G network service and cell phones, China entered the age of mobile
Internet, when people’s lifestyle and behaviors are deeply influenced by mobile Internet. With the
services provided by 4G, people communicate and do shopping anytime and anywhere by hold a 4G cell
phone in their hands. The new technology also changed the cognitions of designers and engineers, who
explore newer technology for mobile Internet. China-dominated TD-LTE standard was supported by
main mobile communication manufacturers across the world and realized commercialization globally.
Thus, Chinese enterprises actively implemented pre-technology layout to dominate development of
future technologies.
5. CONCLUSION
This paper identifies three stages in the radical technological innovation process, namely formation
process in niches, breaking out of niches and entering regimes, and new regime formation. It then
adopts MLP to explore the formation process, operating mechanism, breakthrough path, and impact
factors of radical technological innovation. A three-phase model, which includes formation of radical
innovation, breakout of radical innovation, and new regimes construction, is proposed to analyze
radical technological innovation. At the end, the model is adopted in a case study to analyze the
leapfrogging development of technologies in China’s mobile communication industry. This paper
makes theoretical contributions as below.
This study considers each level in the operating process of MLP. It conducts a comprehensive
analysis, in which social network theory and value chain theory are embedded. The model that this
study proposes clearly identifies the three phases in radical technological innovation, namely formation
process, breakthrough of radical innovation, and the construction of new regime. In the formation
phase, radical innovation follows the process of capability basis-technological experimentationtechnological diversity-dominant design. In this process, anticipation, learning, and network are
three important mechanisms. Government plays an important role as well. In the breakthrough
phase, radical innovation follows two paths: symbiosis-competition-breakthrough path and niche
market entry-competition-market disruption path. When the new technology develops insufficiently,
symbiosis-competition-breakthrough path is adopted. When the new technology develops sufficiently,
niche market entry-competition-market disruption path is adopted. The new technology enter niche
market first, and then dominates the mainstream market gradually. In the phase of new regime
construction, regime structure needs to be reconfigured for accommodating the new technology after
radical innovation’s breaking through and entering regimes. Regulatory rules, normative rules, and
cognitive rules should be adjusted.
This paper also provides practical implications. In the case study, the proposed three-phase model
is adopted to analyze the development of technologies in China’s mobile communication industry.
The case study indicates that enterprises in emerging economies should focus on new technology
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cultivation and new technology industrialization. To become a leader of industrial technologies,
enterprises should establish industry union, develop their own standards, and explore cutting edge
technologies. In addition, they should analyze the effects of learning capabilities, social network, and
public policy on innovation process.
This paper has limitations. First, as suggested by Slayton and Spinardi (2016), some radical
innovations not only occur in niches, but also happen in the process of innovation diffusing from
niches to regimes. Consequently, future research should examine the details of innovations generated
in niches and in the diffusion process. In this way, the factors that affect innovation process can be
clearly identified. Second, empirical studies based on large sample data is needed to verify the model
proposed in this study.
ACKNOWLEDGMENT
This research is supported by the Zhejiang Provincial Natural Science Foundation of China (Grant
LQ20G020013), Fundamental Research Funds for the Provincial Universities of Zhejiang (Grant
GK219909299001-229), Scientific Research Foundation of Hangzhou Dianzi University (Grant
KYS395619083), National Natural Science Foundation of China (Grant 72072048).

17

Journal of Global Information Management
Volume 29 • Issue 6 • November-December 2021

REFERENCES
Aceto, G., Persico, V., & Pescapé, A. (2020). Industry 4.0 and health: Internet of things, big data, and cloud
computing for healthcare 4.0. Journal of Industrial Information Integration, 18, 100129. doi:10.1016/j.
jii.2020.100129
Adner, R. (2002). When are technologies disruptive? A demand‐based view of the emergence of competition.
Strategic Management Journal, 23(8), 667–688. doi:10.1002/smj.246
Adner, R., & Kapoor, R. (2010). Value creation in innovation ecosystems: How the structure of technological
interdependence affects firm performance in new technology generations. Strategic Management Journal, 31(3),
306–333. doi:10.1002/smj.821
Adner, R., & Kapoor, R. (2016). Innovation ecosystems and the pace of substitution: Re‐examining technology
S‐curves. Strategic Management Journal, 37(4), 625–648. doi:10.1002/smj.2363
Amara, N., Landry, R., Becheikh, N., & Ouimet, M. (2008). Learning and novelty of innovation in established
manufacturing SMEs. Technovation, 28(7), 450–463. doi:10.1016/j.technovation.2008.02.001
Beck, M., Lopes-Bento, C., & Schenker-Wicki, A. (2016). Radical or incremental: Where does R&D policy hit?
Research Policy, 45(4), 869–883. doi:10.1016/j.respol.2016.01.010
Bleda, M., & Del Rio, P. (2013). The market failure and the systemic failure rationales in technological innovation
systems. Research Policy, 42(5), 1039–1052. doi:10.1016/j.respol.2013.02.008
Chen, H., & Lei, J. (2020). Research and Development of” Science-Based Entreprenenurial Firms” and Industrial
Transformation Mechanism: Case Study Approach. Journal of Industrial Integration and Management. 10.1142/
S2424862220500153
Chen, H., & Xie, F. (2018). How technological proximity affect collaborative innovation? An empirical study
of China’s Beijing–Tianjin–Hebei region. Journal of Management Analytics, 5(4), 287–308. doi:10.1080/232
70012.2018.1478329
Christensen, C. M. (2006). The ongoing process of building a theory of disruption. Journal of Product Innovation
Management, 23(1), 39–55. doi:10.1111/j.1540-5885.2005.00180.x
Christensen, C. M. (2013). The innovator’s dilemma: when new technologies cause great firms to fail. Harvard
Business Review Press.
Dosi, G. (1982). Technological paradigms and technological trajectories: A suggested interpretation of
the determinants and directions of technical change. Research Policy, 11(3), 147–162. doi:10.1016/00487333(82)90016-6
Dou, C., Dai, T., Li, X.X., & Tian, R.H. (2018). Research on DARPA’s Disruptive Technological Innovation
Mechanism: Based on the Perspective of SNM Theory. Science of Science and Management of S & T, 39(6),
99-108.
Freeman, C. (1992). The economics of hope: essays on technical change, economic growth and the environment
(No. 50.003 FRE).
Geels, F. W. (2002). Technological transitions as evolutionary reconfiguration processes: A multi-level perspective
and a case-study. Research Policy, 31(8-9), 1257–1274. doi:10.1016/S0048-7333(02)00062-8
Geels, F. W. (2004). From sectoral systems of innovation to socio-technical systems: Insights about dynamics
and change from sociology and institutional theory. Research Policy, 33(6-7), 897–920. doi:10.1016/j.
respol.2004.01.015
Geels, F. W. (2006). Co-evolutionary and multi-level dynamics in transitions: The transformation of aviation
systems and the shift from propeller to turbojet (1930–1970). Technovation, 26(9), 999–1016. doi:10.1016/j.
technovation.2005.08.010
Geels, F. W. (2011). The multi-level perspective on sustainability transitions: Responses to seven criticisms.
Environmental Innovation and Societal Transitions, 1(1), 24–40. doi:10.1016/j.eist.2011.02.002

18

Journal of Global Information Management
Volume 29 • Issue 6 • November-December 2021

Geels, F. W., & Kemp, R. (2007). Dynamics in socio-technical systems: Typology of change processes and
contrasting case studies. Technology in Society, 29(4), 441–455. doi:10.1016/j.techsoc.2007.08.009
Geels, F. W., & Schot, J. (2007). Typology of sociotechnical transition pathways. Research Policy, 36(3), 399–417.
doi:10.1016/j.respol.2007.01.003
Hämäläinen, E., & Inkinen, T. (2019). Industrial applications of big data in disruptive innovations supporting
environmental reporting. Journal of Industrial Information Integration, 16, 100105. doi:10.1016/j.jii.2019.100105
Henkel, J., Rønde, T., & Wagner, M. (2015). And the winner is-Acquired. Entrepreneurship as a contest yielding
radical innovations. Research Policy, 44(2), 295–310. doi:10.1016/j.respol.2014.09.004
Jiang, J. F., Li, X. B., & Yin, T. T., & Qu, X. (2017). Formation of Breakthrough Technology Innovation: Review
and Outlook. R & D Management, 29(6), 109–120.
Kemp, R., Schot, J., & Hoogma, R. (1998). Regime shifts to sustainability through processes of niche formation:
The approach of strategic niche management. Technology Analysis and Strategic Management, 10(2), 175–198.
doi:10.1080/09537329808524310
Kumar, A., & Chanda, U. (2018). Two-warehouse inventory model for deteriorating items with demand influenced
by innovation criterion in growing technology market. Journal of Management Analytics, 5(3), 198–212. doi:
10.1080/23270012.2018.1462111
Lee, K., & Lim, C. (2001). Technological regimes, catching-up and leapfrogging: Findings from the Korean
industries. Research Policy, 30(3), 459–483. doi:10.1016/S0048-7333(00)00088-3
Lei, J., Liu, Y., Qi, Y., & Zhang, Q. (2019). 40 Years of Technological Innovation in China: A Review of the
Four-Stage Climbing Track. Journal of Industrial Integration and Management, 4(03), 1950008. doi:10.1142/
S2424862219500088
Lei, J., Zhang, Q., & Qi, Y. (2020). Innovation-led Development: The Logic of China’s Economic Development.
Journal of Industrial Integration and Management, 5(01), 1–11. doi:10.1142/S2424862220500013
Li, L. (2012). Effects of enterprise technology on supply chain collaboration: Analysis of China-linked supply
chain. Enterprise Information Systems, 6(1), 55–77. doi:10.1080/17517575.2011.639904
Li, L. (2013a). Technology designed to combat fakes in the global supply chain. Business Horizons, 56(2),
167–177. doi:10.1016/j.bushor.2012.11.010
Li, L. (2013b). The path to Made-in-China: How this was done and future prospects. International Journal of
Production Economics, 146(1), 4–13. doi:10.1016/j.ijpe.2013.05.022
Li, L. (2018). China’s manufacturing locus in 2025: With a comparison of “Made-in-China 2025” and “Industry
4.0”. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 135, 66–74. doi:10.1016/j.techfore.2017.05.028
Li, L. (2020). Education supply chain in the era of Industry 4.0. Systems Research and Behavioral Science,
37(4), 579–592. doi:10.1002/sres.2702
Li, P., & Zang, S. W. (2015). The construction of latecomer firms’ competitive advantage based on disruptive
innovation. Studies in Science of Science, 33(2), 295–303.
Li, S., Xu, L., & Wang, X. (2013). A Continuous Biomedical Signal Acquisition System based on Compressed
Sensing in Body Sensor Networks. IEEE Transactions on Industrial Informatics, 9(3), 1764–1771. doi:10.1109/
TII.2013.2245334
Li, S., Xu, L., & Zhao, S. (2018). 5G Internet of Things: A survey. Journal of Industrial Information Integration,
10, 1–9. doi:10.1016/j.jii.2018.01.005
Llerena, P., & Matt, M. (Eds.). (2006). Innovation policy in a knowledge-based economy: theory and practice.
Springer Science & Business Media.
Lopolito, A., Morone, P., & Taylor, R. (2013). Emerging innovation niches: An agent based model. Research
Policy, 42(6-7), 1225–1238. doi:10.1016/j.respol.2013.03.002
Lu, Y. (2016). Industrial integration: A literature review. Journal of Industrial Integration and Management,
1(02), 1650007. doi:10.1142/S242486221650007X
19

Journal of Global Information Management
Volume 29 • Issue 6 • November-December 2021

Lu, Y. (2020). Security in 6G: The Prospects and the Relevant Technologies. Journal of Industrial Integration
and Management, 5(3), 271–289. Advance online publication. doi:10.1142/S2424862220500165
Lu, Y., & Ning, X. (2020). A vision of 6G–5G’s successor. Journal of Management Analytics, 1-20.
Lu, Y., & Zheng, X. (2020). 6G: A survey on technologies, scenarios, challenges, and the related issues. Journal
of Industrial Information Integration, 19, 100158. doi:10.1016/j.jii.2020.100158
Luo, H.Y., & Zhang, Q.P. (2015). The small technology-based new ventures’ radical innovation process under
the perspective of knowledge management. Science of Science and Management of S&T, 36(3), 143-151.
Markard, J., & Truffer, B. (2008). Technological innovation systems and the multi-level perspective: Towards
an integrated framework. Research Policy, 37(4), 596–615. doi:10.1016/j.respol.2008.01.004
Raven, R., & Verbong, G. (2007). Multi-regime interactions in the Dutch energy sector: The case of combined
heat and power technologies in the Netherlands 1970–2000. Technology Analysis and Strategic Management,
19(4), 491–507. doi:10.1080/09537320701403441
Raven, R. P. J. M. (2005). Strategic niche management for biomass. Eindhoven University.
Raven, R. P. J. M., & Geels, F. W. (2010). Socio-cognitive evolution in niche development: Comparative analysis
of biogas development in Denmark and the Netherlands (1973–2004). Technovation, 30(2), 87–99. doi:10.1016/j.
technovation.2009.08.006
Rennings, K., Markewitz, P., & Vögele, S. (2013). How clean is clean? Incremental versus radical technological
change in coal-fired power plants. Journal of Evolutionary Economics, 23(2), 331–355. doi:10.1007/s00191010-0198-9
Rotmans, J., Kemp, R., & Van Asselt, M. (2001). More evolution than revolution: transition management in
public policy. Foresight-The Journal of Future Studies, Strategic Thinking and Policy, 3(1), 15-31.
Schumpeter, J. (1942). Capitalism, socialism and democracy. Academic Press.
Schumpeter, J. A. (1947). The creative response in economic history. The Journal of Economic History, 7(2),
149–159. doi:10.1017/S0022050700054279
Shao, Y. F., Zhan, K., & Wu, Y. B. (2017). Breakthrough technology innovation: Literature review and prospect.
Technology Economics, 36(4), 30–37.
Shi, J. G., Yu, P. L., & Xiang, T. (2016). Technological regimes of disruptive innovation and industry evolution.
Studies in Science of Science, 34(7), 1096–1102.
Slayton, R., & Spinardi, G. (2016). Radical innovation in scaling up: Boeing’s Dreamliner and the challenge of
socio-technical transitions. Technovation, 47, 47–58. doi:10.1016/j.technovation.2015.08.004
Smith, A., Stirling, A., & Berkhout, F. (2005). The governance of sustainable socio-technical transitions. Research
Policy, 34(10), 1491–1510. doi:10.1016/j.respol.2005.07.005
Smith, A., Voß, J. P., & Grin, J. (2010). Innovation studies and sustainability transitions: The allure of the
multi-level perspective and its challenges. Research Policy, 39(4), 435–448. doi:10.1016/j.respol.2010.01.023
Su, J. Q., Liu, J. H., Wang, Z. Q., Chen, Y., & Jiang, Z. H. (2016). The evolution trajectory and early identification
of disruptive technology by taking smartphones and other technologies as an example. Science Research
Management, 37(3), 13–20.
Sui, J., & Liu, Y. (2020). Co-Evolution of Technology and Institutions in Emerging Industries: Case from
Electric Vehicles in China. Journal of Industrial Integration and Management, 5(01), 13–31. doi:10.1142/
S2424862219500143
Sun, Y., & Zhao, S. K. (2017). Research of the Technological Innovation Effect on Technological Trajectory
Transition in the Context of China. Jilin University Press.
Suurs, R. A., Hekkert, M. P., & Smits, R. E. (2009). Understanding the build-up of a technological innovation
system around hydrogen and fuel cell technologies. International Journal of Hydrogen Energy, 34(24), 9639–9654.
doi:10.1016/j.ijhydene.2009.09.092

20

Journal of Global Information Management
Volume 29 • Issue 6 • November-December 2021

Tan, W., Xu, Y., Xu, W., Xu, L., Zhao, X., Wang, L., & Fu, L. (2010). A Methodology toward Manufacturing
Grid-based Virtual Enterprise Operation Platform. Enterprise Information Systems, 4(3), 283–309. doi:10.10
80/17517575.2010.504888
Tushman, M. L., & Anderson, P. (1986). Technological discontinuities and organizational environments.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 31(3), 439–465. doi:10.2307/2392832
Utterback, J. M., & Abernathy, W. J. (1975). A dynamic model of process and product innovation. 1975, 3(6),
639-656.
Van der Laak, W. W. M., Raven, R. P. J. M., & Verbong, G. P. J. (2007). Strategic niche management for
biofuels: Analysing past experiments for developing new biofuel policies. Energy Policy, 35(6), 3213–3225.
doi:10.1016/j.enpol.2006.11.009
Van Lancker, J., Mondelaers, K., Wauters, E., & Van Huylenbroeck, G. (2016). The Organizational Innovation
System: A systemic framework for radical innovation at the organizational level. Technovation, 52, 40–50.
doi:10.1016/j.technovation.2015.11.008
Vecchiato, R. (2017). Disruptive innovation, managerial cognition, and technology competition outcomes.
Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 116, 116–128. doi:10.1016/j.techfore.2016.10.068
Wang, C., Xu, L., & Peng, W. (2007). Conceptual Design of Remote Monitoring and Fault Diagnosis Systems.
Information Systems, 32(7), 996–1004. doi:10.1016/j.is.2006.10.004
Wipulanusat, W., Panuwatwanich, K., Stewart, R. A., Arnold, S. L., & Wang, J. (2020). Bayesian network
revealing pathways to workplace innovation and career satisfaction in the public service. Journal of Management
Analytics, 7(2), 253–280. doi:10.1080/23270012.2020.1749900
Wu, J. L., & Wang, H. Q. (2014). Research on radical technology innovation paths of strategic emerging industries:
From the perspective of modularization. Studies in Science of Science, 32(4), 508–518.
Xu, L. (2011). Enterprise Systems: State-of-the-Art and Future Trends. IEEE Transactions on Industrial
Informatics, 7(4), 630–640. doi:10.1109/TII.2011.2167156
Xu, L. (2013). Introduction: Systems Science in Industrial Sectors. Systems Research and Behavioral Science,
30(3), 211–213. doi:10.1002/sres.2186
Xu, L. (2016). An Internet-of-Things Initiative for One Belt One Road (OBOR). Frontiers of Engineering
Management, 3(3), 206–223. doi:10.15302/J-FEM-2016039
Xu, L. (2020). Industrial information integration – An emerging subject in industrialization and informatization
process. Journal of Industrial Information Integration, 17, 100128. doi:10.1016/j.jii.2020.100128
Xu, L., Cai, L., Zhao, S., & Ge, B. (2016). Editorial: Inaugural Issue. Journal of Industrial Integration and
Management, 1(1), 1601001. doi:10.1142/S2424862216010016
Xu, L., & Duan, L. (2019). Big Data for Cyber Physical Systems in Industry 4.0: A Survey. Enterprise Information
Systems, 13(2), 148–169. doi:10.1080/17517575.2018.1442934
Xu, L., He, W., & Li, S. (2014). Internet of Things in Industries: A Survey. IEEE Transactions on Industrial
Informatics, 10(4), 2233–2248. doi:10.1109/TII.2014.2300753
Xu, L., Swanson, G., & Samuelson, K. (2009). Systems Science and Enterprise Integration, Technological
Economics and the Theory of Material Flow. Systems Research and Behavioral Science, 26(2), 123–127.
doi:10.1002/sres.981
Xu, L., Tan, W., Zhen, H., & Shen, W. (2008). An Approach to Enterprise Process Dynamic Modeling Supporting
Enterprise Process Evolution. Information Systems Frontiers, 10(5), 611–624. doi:10.1007/s10796-008-9114-3
Xu, L., & Viriyasitavat, W. (2014). A Novel Architecture for Requirement-oriented Participation Decision
in Service Workflows. IEEE Transactions on Industrial Informatics, 10(2), 1478–1485. doi:10.1109/
TII.2014.2301378
Xu, L., & Viriyasitavat, W. (2019). Application of Blockchain in Collaborative Internet of Things Services. IEEE
Transactions on Computational Social Systems, 6(6), 1295–1305. doi:10.1109/TCSS.2019.2913165
21

Journal of Global Information Management
Volume 29 • Issue 6 • November-December 2021

Xu, L., Wang, C., Bi, Z., & Yu, J. (2014). Object-Oriented Templates for Automated Assembly Planning of
Complex Products. IEEE Transactions on Automation Science and Engineering, 11(2), 492–503. doi:10.1109/
TASE.2012.2232652
Xu, L., Xu, E., & Li, L. (2018). Industry 4.0: State of the Art and Future Trends. International Journal of
Production Research, 56(8), 2941–2962. doi:10.1080/00207543.2018.1444806
Xue, J. (2016). Impact of multi-dimensions of market knowledge on disruptive innovation of technological small
and micro enterprises. Studies in Science of Science, (4), 13.
Yang, Y., Chen, H., Zhang, Q., & Lei, J. (2018). The Commercialization of University and Research Institutes’
Science-Based Innovations: The Four Successful Chinese Cases. Journal of Industrial Integration and
Management, 3(03), 1850013. doi:10.1142/S2424862218500136
Zang, S. W., & Li, P. (2016). The timing of latecomer firms’ market entry based on disruptive innovation. Studies
in Science of Science, 34(1), 122–131.
Zhan, A. L., & Li, F. (2011). Empirical study on the strategies of China’s telecommunications standardization
based on the actor network theory-the case of TD-SCDMA. Studies in Science of Science, 1.
Zhang, Q., Yang, Y., Qi, Y., & Lei, J. (2018). Science-based innovation in China: A case study of artemisinin
from laboratory to the market. Journal of Industrial Integration and Management, 3(02), 1850011. doi:10.1142/
S2424862218500112
Zhang, Y., & Yu, J. (2016). The model shift mechanisms of the new generation information technology industryThe case study of China’s mobile telecommunications industry. Studies in Science of Science, 34(12), 1807–1816.

ENDNOTES
1
2
3
4
5

22

https://www.sohu.com/a/197200897_452858
China industry information: https://www.chyxx.com/industry/201609/446566.html
http://news.idcquan.com/news/115311.shtml
https://tech.qq.com/a/20180425/018411.htm
https://d.qianzhan.com/xnews/detail/541/170825-6588e3c3.html

Journal of Global Information Management
Volume 29 • Issue 6 • November-December 2021

Yu Sun received his Bachelor degree, master, and Ph.D. from Jilin University in 2007, 2010, and 2016, respectively.
He has been working at China FAW Group Corporation as an economist (2010-2016), and as a research associate
(2017-now) in Hangzhou Dianzi University. Dr. Sun has engaged in several foundation items, including National
Natural Science Foundations, Zhejiang Natural Science Foundation, etc., and published several papers and reports.
He is a member of Chinese Society of Technology Economics. He is also a member fellow of MIIT Thinktanks,
serving for Ministry of Industry and Information Technology of China and industrial enterprises.
Hecheng Wang is a Professor in Hangzhou Dianzi University. He received his Ph.D. from Zhejiang University in
China. His research interests are in the area of strategic management, enterprise digital transformation.
Haiqing Yu is an Assistant Professor in School of Management, Jilin University. He received his Ph.D. from Jilin
University in China. His research interests are in the area of innovation management, corporate governance. He
is the corresponding author of this paper.
Yong Chen is an Assistant Professor in A. R. Sanchez, Jr. School of Business, Texas A&M International University.
He received his Ph.D. from Old Dominion University in Virginia. His research interests are in the area of Internet
of Things, big data, social media, mobile payment, and E-business.
Mikhail Yu Kataev graduated from Tomsk State University in 1984, received a PhD in Physics and Mathematics
in 1993 and a Doctor of Technical Sciences in 2002. Currently works at the Tomsk State University of Control
Systems and Radioelectronics at the Faculty of Control Systems. He is the head of the scientific and educational
laboratory “data and image processing”, is responsible for the master’s program “information and computing
technologies”. He is an academician of the International Academy of Informatization, academician of the Academy
of Higher Education, academic adviser of the Russian Engineering Academy, expert of the Ministry of Education
and Science of the Russian Federation.
Ling Li is the Chair of the Department of Information Technology and Decision Sciences, Old Dominion University,
USA. She is eminent scholar and university professor. She has published over 140 peer-refereed research articles
in high quality journals, three single-authored books on supply chain management and logistics, encyclopedia
articles, business cases, conference proceeding papers, and book chapters. Dr. Li has been recognized with
numerous awards for her teaching excellence, scholarly contribution, and service commitment. She serves as the
First Secretary (officer) of International Federation for Information Processing and serves area editor, associate
editor and editorial board member of several journals.
23

